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IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF 
ARIZONA WATER COMPANY, AN ARIZONA 
CORPORATION, TO EXEND ITS EXISTING 
CERTIFICATE OF CONVENIENCE AND 
NECESSITY IN THE CITY OF CASA GRANDE 
AND IN PINAL COUNTY, ARIZONA 

Docket No. W-01445A-06-0199 

I 
Docket No. SW-03575A-05-0926 IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF 

PAL0 VERDE UTILITIES COMPANY FOR AN 
EXTENSION OF ITS EXISTING CERTIFICATE 
OF CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY. 

Docket No. W-03576A-05-0926 IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF 
SANTA CRUZ WATER COMPANY FOR AN 
EXTENSION OF ITS EXISTING CERTIFICATE 
OF CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY. 

GLOBAL’S RESPONSE IN SUPPORT OF 

THE MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION OF 

THE ROBSON UTILITIES 

Santa Cruz Water Company, LLC; Palo Verde Utilities Company, LLC; Global Water - 

Santa Cruz Water Company and Global Water - Palo Verde Utilities Company (collectively, 

“Global”) hereby respond in support of the Motion for Reconsideration filed by the Robson 

Utilities’ regarding their request to intervene in this case. 

* “Robson Utilities” means Ridgeview Utility Company, Picacho Water Company, Lago Del Or0 
Water Company and Santa Rosa Water Company. 
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We agree with the Robson Utilities that Arizona Water Company’s (“AWC”) Certificate ol 

Convenience and Necessity (“CC&N”) Application is “extraordinary and unprecedented.’” This 

statement is true in at least two important respects. First, the sheer size of AWC’s request is 

breathtaking. AWC is laying claim to 110 square miles of new territory. In modem times, the 

Commission has never considered a CC&N of such size. Decisions about such a vast area will 

necessarily have important impacts on the future of all of Pinal County. Second, AWC has 

requests for service for only 0.3% of its requested area. As we explained in our Motion to 

Dismiss, the Commission has required such requests for many years. We are not aware of a utility 

zver falling so short of meeting this requirement. 

The ALJ found that the Robson Utilities did not have standing because they did not have 

yequests for service, and because they have not filed an application for the proposed area.3 It 

would be ironic if those who seek to challenge AWC were required to have the very requests that 

4WC itself lacks. Nor should an application be required. Such a requirement would only 

mcourage utilities to file unsupported applications, especially if that is the only way they will be 

rllowed to protect their rights against the aggressive actions of another utility. As explained in OUT 

Motion to Dismiss, the Commission should take a firm stand against such unsupported 

ipplications. 

The ALJ also found that intervention by the Robson Utilities would unduly broaden the 

ssues. The Robson Utilities present two main issues: (1) that requests for service should be 

-equired, and (2) that integrated water, wastewater, and reclaimed water service is superior to 

Mater-only service. Lest there be any doubt, Global will continue to raise these two key issues 

hroughout these proceedings. 

Indeed, these two key issues will be at the heart of this case. Robson’s first issue - whether 

his area will receive integrated water, wastewater and reclaimed water service - is critically 

’ Robson Motion for Reconsideration at 3:6. 
Procedural Order dated July 10,2006 at 3. 
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important. Integrated service is the foundation of effective water conservation, which can be 

achieved through the “triad of conservation”: (1) reusing reclaimed water; (2) using renewable 

surface water; and (3) recharging excess water into the aquifer for later use. Integrated utilities 

produce high-quality treated, reclaimed water which can be reused for non-potable purposes or 

recharged for later use, and they can effectively plan, build and promote these services. Given the 

size of the proposed extension area and the local aquifer’s limited capability for natural recharge, 

having integrated utilities promoting the triad of conservation will be crucial to the future of the 

region. 

Robson’s second issue - requests for service - is also important. Requiring requests for 

service has long been Commission policy. This policy protects the public interest in two key 

ways. First, the Commission respects property rights by protecting landowners from unwanted 

monopolies. 

Convenience and Necessity. 

Second, requests show the “necessity” that is needed to issue a Certificate of 

Unless necessity is shown, the Commission risks granting an 

irrevocable monopoly based on mere speculation. 

The Robson Utilities raise important issues, and their experience in such matters should be 

valuable in this case. Moreover, Global will raise the same issues, so the issues in this case will 

not be unduly broadened. The Commission has historically granted intervention freely, and AWC 

did not oppose Robson’s intervention. For these reasons, the Commission should grant the 

Robson Utilities’ Motion for Reconsideration. 
7“ 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this /1_ day of August 2006. 

Michael W. Patten 
One Arizona Center 
400 East Van Buren Street, Suite 800 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004 
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Iriginal + 17 opies of the foregoing 
iled this // day of August 2006, with: dc 
Docket Control 

I200 West Washington 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

&ZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 

“pies# the foregoing hand-deliveredlmailed 
.his // day of August 2006, to: 

Yvette B. Kinsey, Esq. 
Administrative Law Judge 
Hearing Division 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Christopher C. Kempley. Esq. 
Chief Counsel, Legal Division 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Ernest G. Johnson, Esq. 
Director, Utilities Division 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 West Washington 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Robert W. Geake, Esq 
Arizona Water Company 
3805 North Black Canyon Highway 
Phoenix, Arizona 8501 5 

Steven A. Hirsch, Esq. 
Rodney W. Ott, Esq. 
Bryan Cave LLP 
Two North Central Avenue, Suite 2200 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004 

Jeffrey W. Crockett, Esq 
Marcie Montgomery, Esq. 
Snell & Wilmer LLP 
One Arizona Center 
400 East Van Buren Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004 
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Kenneth H. Lowman 
Manager 
KEJE Group, LLC 
7854 West Sahara 
Las Vegas, Nevada 891 17 

Craig Emerson, Manager 
Anderson & Val Vista 6, LLC 
8501 North Scottsdale Road, Suite 260 
Scottsdale, Arizona 85253 

Brad CIough 
Anderson & Barnes 580, LLP 
Anderson & Miller 694, LLP 
8501 North Scottsdale Road, Suite 260 
Scottsdale, Arizona 85253 

Phillip J. Polich 
Gallup Financial, LLC 
8501 North Scottsdale, #125 
Scottsdale, Arizona 85253 

Ken Franks, Esq. 
Rose Law Group, PC 
661 3 N. Scottsdale Rd, Ste 200 
Scottsdale, Arizona 85250 
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